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MEMORANDUM

February25, 2005

TO: Boardof Selectmen

FROM: Life AfterNESWC Committee

SUBJ: ReportonRecommendedOptions

The Committee would like to briefly report to the Selectmenon its voted
recommendationsregardingpotential optionsfor trashdisposaland cappingthe landfill
basedon thereviewof theproposalsandstaffrecommendation.JohnMurraywill give a
brief overview presentationat the BoS meetingMondayeveningon theseoptions, and
this memo is intendedto report on the votes takenby the committeeat our meetinglast
night.

Appendedto this memorandumis the report of the technicalreview committee
that reviewedall of theproposalsreceivedin responseto thethreeRFPsthetown issued
regardingpotential leasingofthe transferstation andcappingofthe landfill, thebusiness
center conceptand curbsidecollection. Also appendedare flow charts outlining the
variousoptionsaswell asadditional informationon thecostsif thetown were to cap the
landfill.

The Committeetook threevotes last night in making recommendationsto the
Boardof Selectmenrelatingto thetwo primarydecisionsthe committeebelievesmustbe
addressed.Thesetwo decisionsare:

1. A decisionmust be maderegardinghow trashwill be collectedand disposedof
once our current contract with Waste Managementends; options include
continuedoperationof the transfer station, or closing the transferstation and
contractingfor curbsidepickup.

2. A decisionmustbe maderegarding“final” cappingofthe landfill and potential
uses for the site; options include the town cappingthe landfill and retaining
ownership/controlof the landfill site, or acceptthe proposalregardingtheActon
BusinessCenter.

The Committeevoted last night to recommendto the Selectmenthat they hold a
specialTown Meetingsometimein late Mayfor thepurposeof consideringthesesetsof
options — both the trash disposal options and the landfill capping options. The
Committeehasnot asyet takena positionon eitherdecision.The proposalsfor curbside
pickup and the Acton BusinessCenterare valid for a limited period of time, yet the



Committeedid not believetherewassufficient timeto bring theseforwardatApril Town
Meeting — thus the recommendationfor holding a specialTown Meeting in late May.
Additional questionswereraisedabouteachof the proposalsthat requiresome further
researchand discussionwith the proponentswhich also makesApril Town Meeting
unrealistic. Nevertheless,the Committeebelievedtherewasno advantageto waiting
until the fall andthe seriousdisadvantagethat one or moreof the proposalsmight no
longerbevalid at thatpoint in time. TheCommitteealsobelievedtherewould be time in
April andMay to hold one or morepublic informationsessionsto discusstheseoptions,
plus the requiredtime for the PlanningBoardto hold hearingsfor any zoningchanges
needed for the businesscenter option. Further the Committee will make a brief
presentationat April Town Meetingupdating the citizenson our progress,options,and
process.

Second, the Committee also directed staff to make certain further inquiries
regardingboth the landfill cappingoptions,andwill considerin moredetail the various
optionsfor bothdecisionsprior to making its recommendations.

Third, theCommitteehasrecommendedthat beginningJuly l~thetransferstation
be open only two days a week and that those two days should be Wednesdayand
Saturday. The intent is that this programwould be in effect for at leastuntil thecurrent
contractends,and could thenbe continueddependingon decisionsmadeat the special
town meeting. The brokerageprogramwould thereforebe curtailed,and this decision
would be implementedregardlessof whetherthe overridepasses. By doing so, staff
believes the operation can be run on a breakevenbasis with at most a modest$10
increasein the sticker fee. Finally the Committeestrongly supporteda Wednesday-
Saturdayscheduleasopposedto staff’s recommendedFriday-Saturdaybecauseit was
felt that this provided greaterflexibility to citizensand avoidedpotential problemsof
peoplebeingout oftown on long weekendsandthusunableto disposeoftheirtrash.



February15, 2005
Don P. Johnson.TownManager
Town ofActon
472 Main Street
Acton, MA 01720

Re: Reportof TechnicalReviewCommitteeon ProposalsReceivedfor:
Acton BusinessCenter
TransferStationLeasewith MandatoryLeaseholdImprovements
CurbsideCollectionofSolid WasteandRecyclables

DearDon:

TheTechnicalReviewCommitteehascompletedits reviewoftheproposalsreceived
undertheaboveRequestsfor Proposals.TheCommitteemembersare:

JohnMurray,AssistantTownManager
BruceStamski,TownEngineer/DirectorofPublicWorks
SteveAnderson,TownCouncil
BruceHaskell,Consultantfrom CampDresser& McKee Inc.

Pleasenotethat BruceHaskellwasnotpresentanddid notparticipatein theanalysisof
the proposalsubmittedby MassEnvironmentalAssociates,Inc. dueto potentialconflicts
of interests.

Acton BusinessCenter Proposal
By: Dickinson DevelopmentCorp. and Home DepotU.S.A. Inc.

Theproposalpresentedawell thoughtoutdevelopmentplanfor thesite. TheDeveloper
hasaproventrackrecordwith projectsofthismagnitudeandscope. This teamhas
recentlypermittedandconstructedavery similarprojectin theTownofReading,Ma. In
checkingreferenceswe foundtheTownManagerof Readingto havehadapositive
experienceworking with this developer.TheDEP,NortheastRegionalSolid Waste
Coordinatorwasvery pleasedwith thedeveloperandhisdesignteam. Theywerealways
kept in theloopduringthedesignandconstruction.

Theproposeddevelopmentwill consistofan 118,000sfHomeDepotwith a 25,000sf
GardenCenteralongwith a 65,000sfsupermarket.TheTowncancontinueto operatethe
TransferStationfRecyclingCenterif it sochooses.All traffic will enter/exitthe site from
Route2. A new“flyover” will be constructedto facilitatetraffic flow. Thedevelopment
teamacknowledgesthat environmentalsafeguardsandbuffersareimportantandwill be
built into the final design. Thereis a long wayto go to developfinal plansfor thesite;
howeverthis first stepis consistentwith theobjectivesoftheRFP.

TheCommitteefoundthe proposalto be advantageousandrecommendsfurther
considerationby theTown.



TransferStationLeasewith MandatoryLeaseholdImprovements

Proposalby: Solid WasteSolutions,LLC
Northfield,MA

TheCommitteehasratedthis proposalasunacceptablefor thefollowing reasons.

TheProposertakesexceptionto theform ofcontractspecifiedin theRequestfor
Proposals.Theyproposeacontractfor servicesratherthanaleaseofrealestateas
outline in theRFP. This is unacceptableto theTown. Liability for theproposerswork
would shift towardthetown. In additionto this non-starter,theCommitteehadthe
following reservations.

TheCommitteeratedtheExperienceandQualificationsoftheProposerto be
unacceptable.Theproposerpresentednoevidenceofhavingexperienceasa lead
contractorin thedesign,andmanagementofa projectof similarcomplexity. The
proposerdid notprovidealist ofstateregulatoryofficials to contactconcerningfacilities
undertheiroperation.Themunicipalreferencesprovidedspokehighly oftheirday to
dayoperationsability but hadno knowledgeoftheirability to designand implementa
complexclosureplan. In addition,their technicalconsultant,GreenSealEnvironmental,
hasneverbeentheleadconsultanton aclosureprojectofthis magnitude.

Theplanssubmitteddetaila closureofthe landfill usingoverthreetimestheamountof
shapingmaterialsanticipatedin theRFP. Theplansextendovertheboundariesspecified
fortheprojectandseriouslycompromisethebuffersin theForestRoadarea.

FortheabovereasonstheCommitteefoundtheproposalunacceptableandcannot
recommendgoingforwardwith this proposal.

Proposalby: MassEnvironmentalAssociatesInc.
Newton,MA

Thecommitteehasratedthis proposalasunacceptablefor thefollowing reasons.

Thisproposeralsotakesexceptionto theform ofcontractin theRFP. Theproposer
proposesalicenseagreementinsteadofthe leaseagreementasrequiredin theRFP.
Thiswouldagainshift liability for theproposerswork towardtheTown. In additionto
thisnon-startertheCommitteehadthefollowing concerns.

Theproposerdid not furnishalist of stateregulatoryofficials whomtheTowncan
contactasrequiredby theRFP. Theproposerdid notprovideadiscussionofthe
enforcementhistoryofthesolid wastemanagefacilities undertheirmanagement.From
newsarticlesin theBostonGlobe, MassEnvironmentalhashadan enforcementorder
issuedon its projectin Wilmington. In contactingtheNortheastRegionalOffice ofthe
DEP,theSolid WasteEngineerinformedusthat this issueis beingdealtwith by higher
upsandhadno comment. Failureoftheproposerto discussthissituationin his proposal
is a seriousoversightat best.



ForthesereasonstheCommitteefoundtheproposalto be unacceptableandcannot
recommendgoing forwardwith this proposal.

CurbsideCollectionof Solid WastesandRecyclables

Proposalby: WasteManagementof Massachusetts,Inc.
Hampton,MA.

Theproposalby WasteManagementmeetsthe standardssetforth in the RFP. Theyare
qualifiedto performtheservices.A checkoftheirreferencesin nearbycommunities
determinedtheyarefulfilling theftcontractswith minimal problems.

Theproposertakesexceptionto theliquidateddamagessectionin theproposedcontract
andrequestsfurthernegotiations.TheCommitteehassomeconcernsaboutthe
equipmentandstaffing levelsproposed.This concerncanbeaddressedin the
negotiationsofthecontract.

TheCommitteefoundtheproposalby WasteManagementto beacceptableand
deservingofcontinuedconsiderationby thetown.

Proposal by: SchofieldInc.
Brookline, Ma.

TheCommitteedeterminedtheproposalto beunacceptablefor thefollowing reasons:

TheRFPrequiredthreereferencesfrom contractssimilar in sizeandscopeto Acton. The
clientprovidedonly onereferencefor arecyclablecollectioncontract.
Theproposerdid notprovideinformationshowingheis capableof obtaininga
performancebond. A list ofequipmentasrequiredby theRFPwasnot provided.

Dueto theabovetheCommitteedeterminedtheproposerhasnotdemonstratedthathe
hasthenecessaryexperience,equipmentandfinancial ability to successfullyfulfill the
contract.

TheCommitteealsofoundtheproposersoptionapproachto pricingconfusing. There
weretwo pricedoptionsandonenon-pricedoptionpresented. Theonly optionthat
meetstherequirementsoftheRFP(option2) is over39%morethantheircompetitors
bid. HadtheCommitteefoundtheproposerto be qualified,theirbid pricewould have
eliminatedthemfrom consideration.

TheCommitteedoesnot recommendfurtherconsiderationofthis proposal.

SubmittedfortheCommitteeby:
BruceM. Stamski,P.E.,TownEngineer/Directorof Publicworks



The Town operates the Transfer Station

arid the brokerage program is discontinued

Landfill Flow Chart
for operating the Transfer Station
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The Town designs and caps the landfill

accepting shaping materials to defray costs

5 2,155000 landfill capping cost
5 300,000 re-establish pavement for transfer station/recycling

5 2.455,000 Total

The Town sells the landfill site

to a developer for a commercial center

The developer designs and caps the landfill

cost for transfer station negoglated with contractor

lB

The Town designs and caps the landfill

with no shaping materials accepted

to defray costs

$ 2.880,000 landfill capping cost
5 300,000 re-establish pavement for transfer station/recycling

$ 3,180,000 Total

1c

I 14.1

L The Town develops recreation

fields on the capped landfill $ , 300,000

$ 2,755,000 Total

1A-2
The Town expands the DPW Facility

on the site

recreation fields are developed

at the Quarry Road site

adjoining NARA. $ 2.555,000 Total

I B.I

The Town develops recreation

fields on the copped landfill $ 200,000

$ 3,380,000 Total

1 B-2
The Town expands the DPW Facility $

on the site

recreation fields are developed $ 100,000
at the Quarry Road site

adjoining N.A.R.A, $ 3,280,000 Total



— town ofActon 24-1 - -________________

2

The Town adopts town-wide curbside pickup

Trenster Station is closed

Landfill Flow chart
for Town~WideCurbside CollectIon

26-2
The Town develops recreation

fields on the site
Transfer Station building is used

for recreation uses
$ 3,280,000 Total

20
The Town sells the landfill site

to a developer for a commercial center

The developer designs and caps the landfill

24
The Town designs and caps the landfill

accepting shaping materials
to defray costs

$ 1,755,000 landfill capping cost

The Town develops recreation $ 300000
fIelds on the site

Transfer Station building is used $ ~

for DPW uses

$ 2,085,000 Total

2A-2
The Town develops recreation

$ 300.000
fields on the site

Transfer Station building Is used $ 100,000

for recreation uses
S 2,155,000 Total

2A-3
The Town expands the OPW Facility $ 0 00

on the site
Transfer Station buiding is used $ 30,000

for DpW uses
Additional recreation fields are
developed at the Quarry Road $ 100.000

site adjoining N.AR.A. 1,885,000.00 Total

26.1
The Town develops recreation $ 300000

fields on the site

Transfer Station building is used $ 30000
for OPW uses

$ 3,210,000 Total
26

The Town designs and caps the landfill

with no shaping materials accepted
to defray costs

$ 2,880,000 landfill capping cost

$ 300000

$ 100,000

26-3
The Town expands the DPW Facility $ ~

on the site
Transfer Station building is used $ 30000

for 0PW uses

Additional recreation fields are
developed at the Quarry Road $ 100,000

site adiolning NARA. 3,010,000.00 Total

2C.1
The Town uses the cost negoglated

Transfer Station building with contractor
for DPW uses

20.2
The Town uses the cost negogiated

Transfer Station building with contractor
for recreation uses .
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Memorandum
To: Bruce Stamsk~P.E.

John Murray

From: Bruce Haskell and Chris Koehier

Date: February 22, 2005

Subject: Closure Alternatives at Inactive Acton Landfill — Town Implemented

Alternatives

As partof the evaluationof post-NESWCalternativesfor Acton’ssolid wastealternatives,
CampDresser& McKee Inc. (CDM) haspreparedtwo alternativesto supplementthe
privatizedoptionsbeingcurrentlyevaluatedby theTown.

The first option is thebaselineforclosureof the landfill which is theTown’s implementation
of theclosurein accordancewith MassachusettsDepartmentof EnvironmentalProtection
(DEP) regulationsandrequirements.Underthisalternative,theTownwould cap thelandfill
at roughlytheexistingcontoursto minimizethecostsof closure.Thesecondalternative
wouldbe for theTownto importhistoricfill soils allowableunderMADEP policiesto flatten
thegradeson thesite to contourssimilar to that proposedin thepreviouslyissuedRequest
for Proposals(RFP)for the landfill closureandtransferstation. However,insteadof theRFP,
theTownwould makearrangementswith either a privatevendoror a publicagencysuchas
theCentralArtery, assumingadequatematerialsareavailable.

Underthefirst alternative,CDM estimatesthat thecostsasfollows:

Cap18 acres© $120,000peracre $2,160,000

EnvironmentalAssessment $ 150,000

ClosureDesignand Permitting

Subtotal $2,410,000

Contingency (20%)

Total EstimatedCosts S2,880,000
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BruceStamski,P.E. andJohnMurray
September15, 2004
Page2

CDM previouslydevelopedtwo (2) conceptualgradingplansfor theacceptanceof shaping
andgradingmaterialattheformerActon landfill. Oneplanincorporatesa “full build-out”
andassumesthe existingtransferstationwill not be usedin thefuture. The secondplan,
assumesthetransferstationwill be usedin the future. Bothplansleaveenoughplateauspace
to providefor oneregulationplaying field or spacefor otherrecreationaluses.

Thefull build-outplanallowsfor approximately200,000cubicyards(300,000tons)of shaping
andgradingmaterial;thetransferstationplanallowsfor anadditionalestimated140,000
cubicyards(210,000tons). MADEP policiesallow for a variety of materialsto beusedto
shapeandgradeold muincipal landfills includingslightly contaminatedhistoric fill soils,
streetsweepings,catchbasincleanings,and processedconstructionanddemolitionwaste
materials.TheMADEPrequiresseveralsubmittalsrelatedto theacceptanceof these
materialsthat dealwith issuessuchastruck traffic, stormwateranderosioncontrolandthe
potentialfor odorsfrom the processedconstructionanddemolitionwastematerials.

Thecostsfor closureof thelandfill by theTownwould remainapproximatelythesameas the
first option or$2,880,000.TheTowncould eithercontractdirectlywith a public agencyor a
privateentity to placethe materials.CDM is currentlyworkingwith theCity of Haverhill
whoelectedto utilize a privatecontractorfor themarketingof thematerialsaswell astheir
placementincluding all necessarycontrolsfor stormwater,streetsweeping,erosioncontrol,
etc.. The City providedall thepermitsanda clerk of the worksto overseethe site. With
similar quantitiesascouldbe accommodatedat theActon siteandsimilardistancefrom the
Bostonarea,theCity will netapproximately$4 per ton for materialsreceived.

CDM is alsoworkingwith theTownof Sauguswho contracteddirectly with theCentral
Artery projectfor approximately700,000tonsof historicfill soils andwill netapproximately
$5 pertonalterhiring a contractorandpayingfor therequiredstepsto acceptthematerials.
It shouldbenotedthat theCentralArtery projectmaynothaveadequatematerialsremaining
to contractdirectly with theTown. Giventheproximity of Saugusto theCentralArtery
projectcomparedto Acton, this priceis similar to thatfor theHaverhillproject. If this option
is elected,theTownshouldimmediatelydiscusswith theCentralArtery staff to determineif
it is viable. Also, the acceptanceof processedconstructionanddemolitionwastewould likely
netthetown additionalrevenuesbutwould bemoredifficult to permitbecauseof the
problemswith odorsat othersites. Theactualrevenuesfrom thesematerialsarehighly
marketdriven anddependenton theavailability of alternativelocationsfor their disposal.

Theintentof acceptingthesematerialsis to providea flat plateauthatwouldbe usedfor a
recreationalarea. DEPrequiresthat the landfill capbe gradedto a five percentslopeto
accommodatepotential settlementof the landfilled wasteandplaying fields needto he at
mosta two percentslope. Typical projectswith a singlerecreationalfield on top of older
landfills costapproximately5300,000abovethecappingcostfot the additional grading
materials,irrigationsystems,parkingandpathways.



BruceStamski,P.E.andJohnMurray
September15,2004
Page3

Finally, DEPpoliciesrequireseveraladditionalpermittingstepsfor thepermittingof grading
andshapingmaterials.CDM hasincludedan allowanceof $75,000to performthe
engineeringtasksrequiredto acceptthematerials.

Therefore,thecostsandpotentialrevenuesto capthelandfill, netrevenuesto acceptand
placethehistoricfill soils (rangepresented)andconstructionof asinglerecreationalfield
includingparkingareaswould beasfollows:

Closureconstructionincluding engineeringandcontingency $2,880,000

Additional engineeringto acceptmaterials $ 75,000

Revenuesfrom Historic Fill Acceptance

Between200,000and300,000tonsat$4 perton ($800,000to $1,200,000)

Costfor Constructionof RecreationalField $300,000

Net Total EstimatedCosts $2,055,000to $2,455,000

We areavailableto assisttheTownwith presentingthis informationto theStudyCommittee.
Pleasedonot hesitateto contactmeat (617)452-6541if you haveanyquestionsor require
anythingfurther.



February24, 2005
CostAlternatives
Landfill Capping

Realignmentof CDM numbersusing shapingmaterials

$2,880,000
75,000

-800.000
$2,155,000cappingcostwith Transferstationopen

$2,880,000
75,000

-1,200,000
$1,755,000cappingcostwith TransferStationclosed

Re-establishingPavementfor theTransferStationlRecyclingArea.
CostEstimated@ $300,000

After thecapis completedthepavedareasfor the recyclingareaandtransferstationhave
to beredone.This is not includedin theestimatedcappingcost.

18-1 Costof field on top oflandfill.
Cost estimated@ $200,000

Without gradingmaterialstheareaavailableis not suitedfor aregulationsoccerfield. A
2 acrefield would be gradedwith aparkinglot for 40 cars.

2A-l and28-I TransferStationbuilding usedfor DPW uses
CostEstimated@ $30,000

This cost is for thepavingneededaroundthebuilding. It doesnot includerehabof
building.

2A-2 and28-2 TransferStationbuilding usedfor Recreation.
CostEstimatedat $100,000

This cost is for building aparking lot andentrancefrom Route2. It doesnot include
rehabofthebuilding.

2A-3 and28-3 Cost of building expandedparkingandfield at NARA
Costestimated@ S100,000

This would includeexpandingthe upperparkinglot by 40 carsandaddingonenew
soccerfield adjacentto theexisting fields on land now usedfor topsoil storage.

- C..


